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Abstract. Cheating is strongly related to other unethical behaviors. It happens everywhere, 
including in universities. College students, ideally, should be prevented from cheating to 
minimize the potential of conducting unethical behaviors in the future. To design effective 
intervention, examining the cause of cheating is absolutely necessary. Cheating, like any 
other behavior, can be predicted by knowing its intention and the components of intention 
using the Theory of Planned Behavior. The present study explained the intention to cheat 
while studying in university along with its determinants and beliefs. The present study 
obtained data using online questionnaire based on the Theory of Planned Behavior to 233 
participants. Regression analysis was performed to describe the significance level of each 
determinant and belief. The result showed that the determinant which had significant 
influence toward intention to cheat was attitude toward behavior (p = 0.00; β = 0.769; t = 
15.620). The most significant belief in that determinant was “cheating during learning in 
university can help one earning good grade without studying hard”. Therefore, present study can 
be used as a basis to design interventions to reduce intention to cheat in university students. 
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Cheating on academic work involves a 
diverse array of psychological phenomena, 
including learning, development, and 
motivation (Anderman & Murdock, 2007). 
Therefore, cheating is conducted voluntarily 
and intentionally. In fact, to control and 
minimize such behavior, there are rules that 
have been created by the government, such 
as penalty for plagiarism as one of the 
cheating forms. Cheating is also related to 
other negative behaviors. It was found 
related to unethical behavior in the 
workplace (Davis & Ludvigson, 1995; 
Lawson, 2004; Nonis & Swift, 2001; Sims, 
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1993; Thompson, 2000). Unethical behavior 
conducted in the workplace was mostly 
caused by one’s attitude toward their 
surroundings that is already built by the 
previous behaviors (Sims, 1993). This 
correlation happens because of the belief 
that underlies the behavior (Lawson, 2004). 
When cheating is already perceived as an 
acceptable behavior, other unethical 
behaviors tend to be perceived in similar 
manner as well.  
Ironically, cheating occurs frequently 
in universities. Approximately, this 
behavior was conducted by large 
percentage of university students (Klien, 
Levenburg, McKendall & Mothersell, 2007; 
Mccabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006; 
Rokovski & Levy, 2007). This phenomenon 
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also occurs in Indonesia. Cheating, whether 
during an examination or assignment, is 
conducted by nearly all accounting students 
(Rizaludin, 2014) and  economy students 
(Friyatmi, 2011). Various ways are done for 
cheating, from exchanging answer, asking 
peers, using notes, to using cell phones 
(Friyatmi, 2011). Therefore, we need to 
examine this behavior thoroughly in order 
to be able prevent it. 
Unfortunately, behavior is influenced 
by extensive number of factors. There can 
be demographic variables, personality 
characteristics, and situational factors. By 
the context of cheating, there are 
probabilities that cheating predictors for 
men are different from women, predictors 
for introvert are different from extrovert, 
predictors of cheating in national 
examination are different from a daily quiz, 
and so on. Of course, it would be difficult to 
examine those complex factors.  
Then, it was found that intentions are 
the most approximate antecedents of 
behaviors (Fishbein, 1967). It means that by 
comprehending the intention and its 
determinant, we are likely able to explain 
and predict behavior. Of course there will 
be another behavior that precedes behavior, 
that is actual behavior control (ABC) 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). ABC consists of 
more complex behavior and explains the 
variety of behaviors less than intention. 
Therefore, examining intention to perform 
behavior was needed to understand 
behaviors, what preceded it, and how to 
modify it. 
The Theory of Planned Behavior 
(TPB) has been recognized as having a great 
theoretical power, especially in describing 
the process of forming an intention to do 
certain action (Ajzen, 2015). TPB is preceded 
by Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) 
(Ajzen, 1985, 1991). TRA emphasizes on the 
causal antecedents of intentions to perform 
behaviors over which people have sufficient 
control (Ajzen, 2005). So, there is already a 
determinant that explains the inner factor 
(attitude toward behavior) and the social 
factor (perceived norm). Perceived behavior 
control (PBC) was added to this construct as 
a determinant in forming an intention in 
TPB. PBC was added because it can explain 
the process of perceived obstacle and 
supportive factor to conduct a behavior 
(Ajzen, 1991). These three comprehensive 
components are the reason why TPB has a 
big theoretical power. 
There have been numerous studies 
which used TPB for explaining behaviors 
(Ahmed, Ambak, Raqib & Sukor, 2013; 
Anderson & Lavallee, 2008; Avci & Yayli, 
2014; Barmpagianni, Traylos, Kalokairinou, 
Sachlas & Zyga, 2014; Kiriakidis, 2008; Luna 
& Chou, 2013). Previous research about 
cheating behavior suggested using TPB 
over TRA because TPB includes Perceived 
Behavior Control which makes this 
construct more comprehensive in 
explaining behavior (Simkin & Mcleod, 
2010). Previous research could not answer 
whether self-efficacy or control toward that 
behavior played a role in cheating behavior 
or not (Miller, 2005; Simkin & Mcleod, 
2010).  
There are also debates about the role 
of each dimension toward intention. 
Attitude toward behavior was found to be 
dimension that contributes significantly 
toward intention to cheat (Carpenter, 
Harding, Finelli, Montgomerry & Passow, 
2006). On the contrary, attitude does not 
CHEATING, DESCRIPTIVE STUDY, INTENTION TO CHEAT 
E-JOURNAL GAMAJOP 3 
 
make a significant contribution toward 
intention in plagiarism (Ananto & Juniarti, 
2016). Therefore, the present study was 
conducted to complete previous study 
(Simkin & Mcleod, 2010) and to clarify the 
role of each dimension and belief to 
intention of cheating in university. 
 
Method 
 
Variable identification 
There were 4 variables analyzed in this 
study. First was intention. Intention stood 
as a different variable than its components. 
This condition would affect the analysis and 
the conclusion of how intention was formed 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010), it would be 
explained further in instrument subsection. 
Intention stood as the most proximate 
antecedent toward behavior and it was 
formed by the other variables attitude 
toward behavior, perceived norm, and 
perceived behavior control. 
Second is attitude toward behavior. 
Attitude is a latent disposition or tendency 
to respond with some degree of 
favorableness toward a psychological object 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). In this research, 
psychological object meant “cheating 
during learning in this university”. Attitude 
is based on belief. Belief is subjective 
probability that an object has a certain 
attribute (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010), which 
means that it is related to cheating attribute, 
whether it could result in good grade or 
allow one to not study for test and so on.  
Third is perceived norm. Perceived 
norm is defined as individual’s perception 
that people who are important to they think 
they should (or should not) perform a 
particular behavior  (Fishbein & Ajzen, 
2010). Perceived norm is based on 
normative belief, which is a belief that a 
particular reverent individual or group that 
thinks whether a certain action should be 
done or not.  
Fourth is perceived behavior control. 
Perceived behavioral control is defined as 
the extent in which people believe that they 
are capable of performing a given  behavior, 
that they have control over its performance 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). Perceived 
behavior control is based on control belief, a 
belief about resources and opportunities 
individuals think they possess and obstacles 
or impediments to performing the behavior. 
 
Participants 
Present study sample was 223 participants: 
98 (43.9%) males and 125 (56.1%) females. 
The sample was obtained through two 
stages cluster random sampling (Nazir, 
1998). The population batch was limited 
considering their packed activity in college 
(still having daily classes and 
examinations). Cluster random sampling is 
a sampling technique from small group 
units, or cluster (Nazir, 1988). First stage 
was choosing primary sampling unit (PSU). 
Four faculties were chosen because in this 
university there are four academic 
complexes. So, each faculty represented its 
complex. Second stage, element unit inside 
PSU was chosen. The total number of all the 
four faculties was 195.  
 
Instrument 
An inventory was created in this study. The 
inventory is called “Intention to Cheat 
Inventory”. In present study, the behavior 
was defined as “cheating during learning in 
this university”. The population was 
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university student. The inventory consisted 
of 54 items, whereas 6 items measured 
intention, 12 items for attitude (direct 
measurement), 10 items for attitude 
(indirect measurement), 6 items for 
perceived norm (direct measurement), 8 
items for perceived norm (indirect 
measurement), 4 items for perceived 
behavior control (direct measurement), and 
8 items for perceived behavior control 
(indirect measurement). 
The study measured intention 
through direct and indirect measurement to 
identify determinants and belief and its 
contribution toward intention (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 2010; Francis et al., 2004). Direct 
measurement or termed semantic 
differential, is an intention measurement 
done by asking respondent’s attitude, 
perceived norm, and perceived control 
towards behavior regardless of its beliefs. In 
present study, direct measurement of 
attitude toward behavior was divided into 
instrumental quality (a mean to achieve 
something else) and experiential quality 
(experience) (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). The 
item example of instrumental quality was “I 
gain certain advantages by cheating during my 
study in the university”. The example of 
experiential quality was “I’m feeling satisfied 
when cheating during learning in the 
university”. 
Direct measurement of perceived 
norm consists of measurement for 
injunctive norm (environment expectation) 
and descriptive norm (social environment 
experience in the behavior) (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 2010). The item example of injunctive 
norm was “my closest people advise me to 
cheat in during learning in this university”. 
The item example of descriptive norm was 
“I think, people who are significant to me 
cheatduring their study in the university”.  
Direct measurement of perceived 
behavior control consists of measurement 
for capability and controllability (Fishbein 
& Ajzen, 2010). The item example of 
capability was “I’m sure I can cheat during my 
study in the university”. The item example of 
controllability was “The decision to cheat 
during my study is under my control”.  
Meanwhile, indirect measurement is 
an intention measurement technique which 
is based on belief and its complement to 
form a related determinant (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 2010; Francis et al., 2004). There are 
several steps in creating indirect 
measurement. 
First, researcher conducted an 
elicitation. Elicitation is a process to identify 
salient belief that underlies determinants 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Francis et al., 2004). 
The belief that is obtained through 
elicitation is used to construct the inventory. 
In attitude toward cheating, the most 
frequent beliefs were “can answer 
(examination) without learning”, “can obtain a 
good grade”, “feeling guilty”, “unable to 
understand the subject”, and “do not need to 
work hard”. In perceived norm, the most 
frequent significant others were “lecturer”, 
“parents”, and “friends”. In perceived 
behavior control, the most frequent beliefs 
were “the lecturer is strict”, “running out of 
time”, “the essayform is difficult to cheat on”, 
and “did not prepare (study) well”. 
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After that, researcher created the 
complementary of each belief. In attitude 
toward behavior, the complement of 
behavior belief is outcome evaluation. For 
example, if the item of behavior belief was 
“If I cheat during my study in the university, I 
can obtain a good grade”, the item of outcome 
evaluation was “obtaining a good grade is 
important for me”. In perceived norm, the 
complement to normative belief is 
motivation to comply. For example, if the 
item in normative belief was “my close 
friends cheat during their studies”, the item of 
motivation to comply was “doing what my 
close friends are doing is important to me”. In 
perceived behavior control, the complement 
of control belief is perceived power. For 
example, if the item of control belief was 
“the time given to finish the assignment is not 
enough”, the perceived power item was “the 
short timeline for finishing assignment makes 
me cheat during my study in the university”.  
The Cronbach’s α was 0.748 which is 
categorized as reliable (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 
2013). Researcher used content validity, to 
examine measurement’s validity, by expert 
judgment. The experts were doctor in 
psychology, social psychologist, 
psychologist and psychometric expert. 
Researcher used Google Form to distribute 
the questionnaire. 
 
Method of analysis 
Researcher used regression analysis in 
present study. The analysis was based on 
TPB framework (Figure 1). 
Multiple linear regression was needed 
to describe which determinant, between 
attitude, perceived norm, and perceived 
control, that had significant contribution 
toward intention to cheat (Fishbein & Ajzen, 
2010; Francis et al., 2004). In direct 
measurement, the sum of each determinant 
was placed as predictor and the sum of 
intention score was placed as the dependent 
variable. Statistical Package for Social 
Science (SPSS) 21.00 for Windows was used 
to perform multiple linear regression 
analysis. 
Figure 1. Theory of planned behavior framework.  
Note: Variables examined in present study were presented by the straight lines. The dash lines 
were not examined. 
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In indirect measurement, each belief 
was multiplied by its complement in that 
determinant. For example, in attitude, 
behavioral belief is multiplied by outcome 
evaluation. It is also applied to perceived 
norm belief and perceived control belief.  
Method of successive interval was 
used to convert ordinal to interval scale 
(Junaidi, 2015). Microsoft Excel 2016 was 
used to perform method of successive 
interval. Then the determinant score from 
direct measurement was placed as a 
dependent variable and the indirect 
measurement score, the sum of belief 
multiplication, was placed as a predictor 
variable. 
Besides the analysis above, researcher 
also analyzed the variables based on 
demographic characteristics. Researcher 
analyzed differences across gender, batch, 
and GPA. 
 
Results 
 
Intention 
The data was normal (Kolmogorov-
Smirnov, p-value = 0.871) (Gravetter & 
Wallnau, 2013). The regression, with 
significance level 0.05, was significant [F (3, 
219) = 143.354, p = 0.00]. Only attitude 
toward cheating that had significant 
contribution toward intention to cheat (p-
value = 0.00; β = 0.769; t = 15.620), 
meanwhile the other determinants 
(perceived norm and perceived control) did 
not (p-value = 0.140; β = 0.069; t = 1.482 and 
p-value = 0.728; β = 0.015; t = 0.349). The 
equation of the result was Intention = -2.65 + 
0.869 Attitude + 0.105 Perceived Norm + 
0.020 Perceived Behavioral Control. Results 
can be seen in table 1. 
In the same way, the present study 
also described the role of each attitude’s 
belief. First, correlation test was done to 
examine whether there was any significant 
correlation between attitude toward 
cheating measured directly and attitude 
toward cheating measured indirectly. This 
procedure was needed because the belief 
from indirect measurement will be 
regressed toward the attitude from direct 
measurement. The correlation was 0.551 
which is considered strong (Sarwono, 2006). 
The regression was significant [F (5,217) = 
29.206, p = 0.00]. The results can be seen in 
table 2. 
Only two beliefs that had significant 
contribution toward attitude. Belief 1 (β = 
0.457, p = 0.000) was “belief that cheating 
during study period in university can help 
getting a good grade without studying 
rigorously”. Belief 4 (β = 0.215, p = 0.046) was 
“belief that cheating during study period in 
university enables me to achieve a high grade”. 
It meant that the student favored grade so 
much and wanted to achieve it through 
shortcut, which was cheating. 
Table 1.  
Regression of Attitude, Perceived Norm, and Perceived Control Toward Intention 
Model T Sig. Beta 
Constant -1.696 .091 - 
Attitude 15.620 .000 .769 
Perceived Norm 1.482 .140 .069 
Perceived Behavioral Control .349 .728 .015 
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Demographic characteristic 
There was no significant difference in 
intention to cheat between male and female 
(p=0.089). Difference between male and 
female students was obtained to describe 
the condition across gender. There was no 
significant difference between batches 
(p=0.167). Difference between batches was 
analyzed to examine the dynamic between 
the semesters that respondents were into. 
Student with GPA 2.51 – 3.00 had higher 
intention to cheat compared to student with 
GPA 3.01 – 3.50 and GPA 3.51 – 4.00. Data 
across GPAs was obtained to describe 
student’s ability in learning.  
 
Discussion 
 
Intention is the most powerful determinant 
in predicting whether one will perform any 
behavior or not (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). 
Another factor that contributes to 
performance of any behavior is actual 
behavior control. This factor is the real 
condition in the real life that could not be 
predicted because of its complexity. 
Therefore, actual behavior, intention plays a 
significant role in predicting behaviors, 
including about cheating during studying 
in university.  
Intention is determined by three 
variables, which are attitude, perceived 
norm, and perceived control. However, 
there is no need for three determinants to 
have a significant contribution toward 
intention (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). 
According to the current study, only 
attitude toward cheating that had a 
significant contribution toward intention. 
This finding was also quite similar with 
previous studies proving there were 
determinants that did not have a significant 
role toward intention (Ahmed et al., 2013; 
Anderson & Lavallee, 2008; Avci & Yayli, 
2014; Barmpagianni et al., 2014; Cahyo, 
2016; Kiriakidis, 2008; Luna & Chou, 2013). 
This result was in line with several 
meta-analyses (Albarracín et al., 1998; 
Armitage & Conner, 2001; Godin & Kok, 
1996; Hagger, Chatzisarantis & Biddle, 
2002) that attitude was found to be the most 
significant determinant that correlate with 
intention. The range of correlation attitude 
and intention was 0.45 to 0.60, whereas 
perceived norm was 0.34 to 0.42 and 
perceived control was 0.35 to 0.46 (Fishbein 
& Ajzen, 2010). Therefore, whether the 
student would have a high or low intention 
to cheat in university was significantly 
determined by their tendency to respond 
with some degree of favorableness to cheat. 
The perception or behavior of their 
significant people toward cheating and the 
perceived control toward performing 
Table 2.  
Regression Analysis of Belief 1, Belief 2, Belief 3, Belief 4, and Belief 5 to Attitude Toward Cheating 
Model t Sig. Beta 
Constant 8.195 .000 - 
Belief 1 6.618 .000 .457 
Belief 2 .294 .769 .017 
Belief 3 1.160 .247 .081 
Belief 4 3.559 .000 .215 
Belief 5 1.116 .266 .060 
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cheating itself does not matter. It means that 
the determinant that should be scrutinized 
more to comprehend the antecedent of 
intention to cheat is attitude toward 
cheating during studying time in university. 
Furthermore, describing the beliefs 
that underlies attitude toward cheating was 
important in order to comprehend more 
what preceded the attitude. The beliefs that 
significantly contributed to attitude toward 
cheating were all related to “obtaining a 
high grade”. It proves that having a high 
grade is so important to university’s 
students. It supported the notion that one of 
motivations for student to cheat was to 
compete with others (Simkin & Mcleod, 
2010). By cheating, students think that if 
they achieve high grades, they could 
compete with others for employments or 
other things that require them to have high 
GPA. That was why if cheating was needed 
to obtain a high grade, students will do it. 
It is further supported by the result 
that showed students with middle to low 
GPA range significantly had a higher 
cheating intention compared to students 
with middle to high range. Having lower 
GPA often (not always) implies that the 
student has lower academic ability than 
those with higher GPA. Because the most 
significant belief that contributes to attitude 
toward cheating was obtaining high grades, 
student with lower GPA would have higher 
intention to cheat compared to the higher 
one. 
The limitation of present study was 
the method of validating the instrument. 
The questionnaire could be validated using 
more advanced technique which is 
confirmatory factor analysis (Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 2010).  
 
Conclusion 
 
From this study, it can be concluded, that 
attitude is the most significant determinant 
in forming an intention to cheat during 
learning in university. It meant that the 
student favorableness toward cheating is 
very important. If the student has favorable 
view toward cheating, then they are likely 
to have higher intention to cheat despite of 
the norm of their significant others and the 
ability to control self in performing the 
behavior.  
Then, the most valuable thing for the 
students is having a high grade without 
having an effortful learning process. This 
was obtained from analysis of the most 
significant belief that contributed toward 
attitude.  
Therefore, there should be schemas to 
reform education. If the students are just 
made to think about their grades, they 
would not appreciate and work for the 
process. This kind of attitude motivates 
them to cheat. An intervention should aim 
to change their attitude toward cheating, 
especially the belief that cheating could help 
them earning high grades without having 
an effortful learning process. 
 
Recommendation 
Further research about comparing the 
intention of students who cheat and who do 
not is recommended, along with its 
determinants and beliefs. This study also 
revealed that attitude has a significant role 
in cheating, meanwhile perceived norm and 
perceived behavior control have no 
significant role in intention to cheat. 
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Therefore, if future research aims to 
develop an intervention, whether to prevent 
cheating or promote academic honesty, it is 
recommended that the intervention focus 
on how to change student’s attitude about 
cheating, especially about beliefs “cheating 
during my study in university can help me 
getting a good grade without learning 
rigorously” and “cheating during my study in 
university enables me to get a high grade”.   
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